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INTRODUCTION 

At  the  March  11  meeting  of  the  Legislative  Finance  Committee  (LFC)  the 
committee  approved  a  motion  to  create  a  subcommittee  of  the  LFC  (the  comminee) 
to  study  whether  appropriation  subcommittees  should  be  realigned.  The  issue  of 
subcommittee  assigrmient  was  reviewed  primarily  because  of  two  perceptions:  1)  that 
subcommittee  agency  alignment  does  not  provide  an  even  workload  distribution 
among  the  appropriation  subcommittees,  increasing  the  likelihood  that  some  agency 
budgets  will  not  be  adequately  reviewed;  and  2)  that  current  functional  alignment 
within  some  of  the  subcommittees  does  not  provide  maximum  budget  coordination, 
as  programs  which  impact  each  other  are  in  some  instances  considered  by  separate 
subcommittees.  This     report     provides     options     to     the     present     appropriation 

subcommittee   structure   in   order  to   address   both   workload   and   functional   alignment 
issues. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  WORKLOAD   &   FUNCTION 

The  following  summarizes  the  process  used  to  review  subcommittee  workload 
and  functional   alignment,   as   well   as   the   major  realignment   issues. 

Subcommittee   Workload 

In  order  to  determine  subcommittee  workload  distribution,  LFA  staff  estimated 
the  time  required  to  complete  the  presentation,  review  and  executive  action  of  all 
agencies  as  presently  analyzed.  Estimated  times  were  based  upon  not  only  the  time 
currendy  taken,  but  the  time  that  staff  estimated  was  needed  for  a  thorough  review. 


Consequently,   in   some   instances   more   hours   were   specified   to   complete   an   agency 
budget   than   are   presently   being   used. 

Table  1  lists  each  subcommittee  and  the  time  estimated  by  staff  to  complete 
all  budgets  as  currently  assigned.  Our  review  found  that  of  those  subcommittees 
hearing  House  Bill  2,  the  General  Government  and  Human  Services  subcommittees 
have   the   most   time    intensive   work   schedule. 


TABLE    1 

ESTIMATED   TIME   TO   COMPLETE 

HOUSE 

BILL   2   BUDGETS 

General   Government 

3 1    days 

Human   Services 

35   days 

Natural   Resources   &   Commerce 

25   days 

Institutions   &   Cultural   Resources 

20  days 

Education 

29   days 

Appendix   A   contains   a   complete   listing   of  all   agencies   as   currently   assigned   and 
the  estimated   time   by   agency. 

Functional   Alignment 

In  order  to  examine  current  and  potential  functional  alignments,  the  staff 
evaluated  the  budget  programs  of  each  agency  and  assigned  each  to  a  functional 
category  such  as  public  safety,  family  and  human  services,  and  environmental 
regulation  (Appendix  "B"  includes  a  complete  listing  of  ail  functional  categories 
used).  The  review  process  revealed  that  environmental  programs  and  human  service 
programs  are  divided  between  subcommittees.  In  addition,  the  review  process 
showed  that  several  agencies  could  be  categorized  in  a  functional  grouping  entitled 
"law  enforcement  and  public  safety".   Included  in  this  function  are  programs  of  the 


Department  of  Justice,   the   Department  of  Corrections  and  Human  Services,  (DCHS) 
Crime  Control   Division,   Highway   Traffic   Safety   and  the   Judiciary. 

There  are  two  issues  when  examining  possible  functional  alignment  to  either 
redistribute  workload  or  provide  improved  budget  coordination:  1)  alignment  when 
agencies  have  multiple  functional  categories;  and  2)  the  degree  of  interrelationship 
of  agencies'    budgets. 

Multiple   Functional   Agencies 

The  review  process  showed  that  many  state  agencies  have  programs  that  can 
be  considered  in  more  than  one  functional  grouping.  Consequently,  functional 
alignment  may  not  always  be  consistent  if  an  entire  agency  budget  is  to  be  heard 
by  one  subcommittee.  Therefore,  some  budgets  must  be  split  between  subcommittees 
if  complete  functional  alignment  is  to  be  obtained.  An  issue  for  conunittee 
consideration  is:  should  an  agency's  budget  be  split  by  program  in  order  to 
improve   workload  distribution   and   improve   functional   alignment? 

Splitting  of  agencies  allows  both  greater  flexibility  in  equalizing  workloads 
and  in  achieving  closer  functional  alignment.  However,  splitting  agencies  also 
creates  additional  issues:  1)  difficulties  can  arise  in  the  presentation  of  the  agency 
within  the  appropriation  bill.  For  example,  if  agencies  are  split  between 
subcommittees,  how  will  program  appropriations  be  displayed  in  the  bill?  How  will 
total  agency  appropriations  be  shown?  If  agencies  are  split,  the  committee  will  have 
to  decide  how  House  Bill  2  will  be  written  and  agency  appropriations  will  be 
displayed;  2)  all  agency  budgets  have  agency-wide  issues  such  as  indirect  costs; 
consequently,     splitting     agencies     increases     the     need     for     coordination     among 
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subcommittees;  3)  there  is  possible  inconvenience  for  the  public  if  an  agency  budget 
is  being  heard  at  different  times  by  different  subcommittees;  and  4)  there  may  be 
potential   scheduling   difficulties   among   LFA,   OBPP   staff  and   agency   personnel. 

Functional   Interrelationship 

Functional  alignment  is  most  significant  when  budgeting  decisions  applied  to 
an  agency  or  program  influence  the  budget  and  program  policies  of  other  agencies, 
such  as  the  mental  health  systems  of  the  Departments  of  Family  Services  (DFS), 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  (SRS),  and  DCHS.  In  other  instances,  while  it 
may  be  desirable  to  group  agencies  together  by  function,  the  legislative  appropriation 
decisions  impacting  one  agency  will  have  no  direct  impact  on  the  operating  policies 
of  another  agency.  For  example,  the  budgets  of  the  Gambling  Control  Divisi<» 
of  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  Milk  Control  Program  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce  are  not  considered  in  the  context  of  each  other,  even  though  they  could 
be  functionally  grouped  under  business  regulation.  Consequently,  the  issue  for 
committee  consideration  is:  should  agencies'  functional  groupings  be  changed  when 
no   interdependency   and/or   interrelationship   of  budgets  exists? 

SUBCOMMITTEE   ALIGNMENT   OPTIONS 

The  following  presents  four  options  for  committee  consideration.  None  of 
the  options  presented  change  functional  aligimients  unless  there  exists  an 
interdependence  among  the  agency  and/or  program  budgets.  Option  1  assimies  no 
agency  budgets  will  be  split  between  subcommittees.  Options  2  and  3  both  split 
agencies   between   subcommittees. 


Not  all  subcommittees  are  included  in  the  options.  The  Education  and  Long 
Range  Building  subcommittees  are  not  included  for  the  following  reasons:  1)  both 
subcommittees  have  full  schedules;  and  2)  both  subconmiittees  are  essentially 
functionally  inclusive.  In  addition,  the  Long  Range  Building  subcommittee's  current 
budget  assignments  (which  include  determination  of  construction  projects,  cultural 
grants,  economic  development  grants  and  state  bonding  issues)  have  unique  and 
separate   expertise   and  orientation   requirements. 

In  addition,  K-12  funding  was  not  added  to  any  subcommittee  schedules  due 
to:    1)   lack  of  available   time  in  any   subcommittee  to  review   the  program;  and  2) 
jurisdictional  issues  between  the  Appropriations  and  Education  committees.     Appendix 
C  contains   a   further  discussion  of  K-12   funding. 
Option    1 

Option  1  assumes  that  all  agencies  will  remain  intact.  It  addresses  the 
workload  distribution  of  the  General  Government  and  Institutions  subcommittees  by 
doing  the  following:  1)  creating  a  new  functional  category  entitled  "Law 
Enforcement  and  Public  Safety"  within  the  Institutions  subcommittee;  and  2)  moving 
the  Department  of  Justice,  Crime  Control  Division,  Traffic  Safety,  Judiciary,  and 
Department  of  Military  Affairs  to  the  Institutions  subcommittee  from  the  General 
Government  subconmiittee. 

Table  2  shows  the  movement  of  agency  budgets  and  the  resulting  review 
time  requirements.  As  shown  in  Table  2,  this  option  reduces  the  workload  of  the 
General  Government  subcommittee  and  increases  the  workload  of  the  Institutions 
subcommittee  by  moving  those  agencies  functionally  categorized  as  "law  enforcement 


Table  2 

', - 

Option  1 

Genl  Government 
Subconumtt^ 

Institutions 
Subcommittee 

Human  Services  Natural  Resources 
Subcommittee            SubcommittB* 

Present  Workload 

31.0 

20.0 

350 

25.0 

Fixed  Costs  &  Rate  Review 

5.0 

Law  Enf  &  Public  Safety 
Judiciary 
Dept  of  Justice 
TrafBc  Safety 
Cnme  Control 
Military  Affairs 

-2.0 
-50 
-0  5 
-05 
-2.0 

2.0 
5.0 
05 
05 
2J) 

0.0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 

oo 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
Qi2 

Option  1  Workload 

260 

30.0 

35.0 

25.0 

and    public    safety".       This    option    would 
budgets    for   those    agencies    and    the    pnson 
DCHS. 


allow    greater    coordination    between    the 
and   probation    and    parole   programs    of 


In  addition,  the  General  Government  subcommittee  currently  approves  all 
statewide  fixed  costs  and  rates  (with  the  exception  of  the  Department  of  Fish 
Wildlife  &  Parks'  capitol  grounds  rates).  Reducing  this  subcommittee's  workload 
would   allow   time   for   further  examination   of  pohcy   issues   in   those   areas. 

Because  this  option  assumes  agencies  will  only  be  transferred  intact,  it  docs 
not  address  the  workload  imbalance  in  the  Human  Service  subcommittee,  or  the 
functional  alignments  of  human  services  or  enviroimiental  programs,  as  this  would 
require  the  spUtting  of  agency  budgets. 

Option   2 

In  addition  to  the  changes  proposed  in  Option  1,  Option  2  addresses  the 
workload  distribution  in  the  Human  Services  subcommittee,  as  well  as  functional 
alignment  of  environmental  programs.  However,  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental   Services   (DHES)   budget   must   be   split  between   subcommittees. 


option  2  divides  DHES  between  two  subcommittees  by  removing 
environmental  programs  in  DHES  from  the  Human  Services  subcommittee  and 
transferring   them  to   the   Natural   Resource   and  Commerce   subcommittee. 

Table  3  shows  the  movement  of  agency  budgets  and  the  resulting  review 
time   requirements. 


Table  3 
Option  2 

Institutions 
Subcommittee 

Gen'l  Government 
Subcommittee 

Human  Services    Natural  Resources 
Subcommittee          Subcommittee     L 

Present  Workload 

31.0 

20.0 

35.0 

25.01; 

Fixed  Costs  &  Rate  Review 

5.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0; 

Law  Enf  &  PubUc  Safety 

Judiciary 

Dept  of  Justice 

TrafBc  Safety 

Crime  Control 

Military  Affairs 

-2.0 
-5.0 
-0.5 
-0.5 
-2.0 

2.0 
5.0 
0.5 
0.5 
2.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Natural  Resources 

DHES  -  Environmental  Reg 

0.0 

0.0 

-3.0 

3.0 

Option  2  Workload 

26.0 

30.0 

32.D 

28.0J 

While  addressing  workload  issues  in  the  Human  Services  subcommittee  and 
the  functional  alignment  of  environmental  programs,  this  option  does  not  address 
functional   alignment   in   human   services   programs. 

Option   3 

Option  3  places  all  human  resources  programs  of  DCHS,  DHES,  DPS,  and 

SRS   under  the   review   of  the   Human   Services   subcommittee. 

In   addition   to  the   realignment   included   in  Option   2,   this   option  would 

1)    Move    all    mental    health    programs    (which    include    Montana   State 
Hospital    and    the    Center    for    the    Aged),    the    veteran's    homes,    the 


Chemical     Dependency     program,     and     the     developmentally  disabled 

programs    from    the    Institutions    subcommittee    to    the    Human  Services 

subcommittee.        This    would    combine    within    the     Human  Services 
subcommittee   all   human   services   health   care   programs. 

2)    Move    the    Department    of    Labor    and    Industry    (DOLI)  to    the 
Institutions   subcommittee   to   reduce   the   workload   on   the   Human 
Services   subcommittee  caused   by   (1)   above. 


Table  4 

Opt] 

Genl  Government 

on  3 

Instituti 

ons 

Human  ServicM 

!^atural  Reaources 

Subcommittee 

SubcnmmittAt^ 

Subcommittee 

Subcommittee 

Present  Workload  (days) 

31.0 

20.0 

36.0 

26.0 

Fixed  Costs  &  Rate  Review 

5.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Law  Enf  &  Public  Safety 
Judiciary 
Dept  of  Justice 
Traffic  Safety 
Crime  Control 
Military  Affairs 

-2.0 
-5.0 
-0.5 
-0.5 
-2.0 

2.0 
5.0 
0.6 
0.5 
2.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Natural  Resources 

DHES  -  Environmental  Reg 

0.0 

0.0 

-3.0 

3.0 

Human  Services 

DCHS  -  Mental  Health 
DCHS  -  Chenucal  Dependency 
DCHS  -  Special  Services 
DCHS  -  Veteran's  Homes 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

-4.5 
-1.0 
-3.6 
-1.0 

4.6 
1.0 
3.6 
1.0 

0.0 

o.oi 

0.0 
0.0 

Dept  of  Labor 

0.0 

3.0 

-3.0 

0.0 

Option  3  Workload 

26.0 

23.0 

39  0 

28.0 

Even  though  DOLI  would  be  moved  from  the  Human  Service  subcommittee 
to  the  Institutions  subcommittee.  Table  4  shows  that  aligning  all  human  services 
programs  in  one  subcommittee  places  an  extreme  workload  burden  on  the  Human 
Services  subcommittee.  Consequently,  it  may  be  very  difficult  to  accomplish  all 
the   required   review   in   the   time   available.      However,   the   combining  of  the   public 


testimony  of  all  human  service  programs  into  one  block  may  make  additional  time 
available. 

Option  3  also  has  the  impact  of  removing  the  category  of  "state  institutions" 
from  the  budget  format.  All  health  care  institutions  would  be  categorized  "human 
services  health  care  systems".  The  state  prison  and  parole  programs  would  then 
become  part  of  the  law  enforcement  and  public  safety  function.  Pine  Hills  School 
and  Mountain  View  School  would  remain  within  the  responsibilities  of  the  Human 
Services  subcommittee.  However,  these  two  institutions  could  be  included  in  law 
enforcement  and  public  safety  as  well.  (Exhibit  3  displays  the  complete 
subcommittee   workloads   of  this   option.) 

Option   4 

Option  4  makes  no  changes  to  the  current  subcommittee  structure.  The 
Governor's  Task  Force  to  Renew  Government  is  in  the  process  of  studying  the 
organizational  structvire  and  service  delivery  systems  of  the  executive  branch.  It  is 
expected  that  some  agency  restructuring  will  come  about  as  a  result  of  this 
undertaking.  Also,  the  directors  of  the  five  human  service  agencies  (DHES,  SRS, 
DCHS,  DFS,  and  DOLI)  have  recommended  to  the  governor  the  creation  of  a  new 
Department  of  Human  Services.  This  department  would  incorporate  functions  from 
each   of  these   departments. 

Option  4  delays  the  restructuring  of  the  subcommittees  until  such  time  as 
the  executive  branch  has  completed  its  review  and  any  possible  new  reorganization 
structure   has   been   approved  by   the   legislature. 


CONCLUSION 

While  the  present  subcommittee  structure  has  served  the  legislature  well  over 
the  last  several  years,  changes  in  government  programs  and  the  interrelation  of  an 
agency's  program  budget  policies  upon  the  those  of  other  state  agencies  necessitates 
a  periodic  review  of  the  subcommittee  workloads  and  agency  assignments.  Also, 
workloads  of  subcommittees  can  and  do  change.  Comphcated  and  time  consuming 
budgets  may  become  less  so  as  the  legislamre  modifies  laws  or  changes  procedures 
which  directly  impact  the  budgets  of  a  program  or  agency,  while  others  may 
become   more   complex. 

Review  of  the  current  workloads  and  agency  budget  assignments  to  each 
subcommittee  shows  that  some  workload  inequities  exist  and  that  there  is  a  splitting 
of  functions  between  subcommittees.  If  subcommittees  are  to  be  realigned,  this 
report  raises  two  issues:  1)  should  agencies'  budgets  be  split  between  two  or 
more  subcommittees;  and  2)  to  what  extent  should  future  alignment  be  pursued 
when  either:  a)  budgets  are  not  interrelated  and/or  interdependent;  and  b)  functional 
alignment   would   result   in   greater  workload  discrepancies. 
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ISSUES 

1)  Should   the   current   subcommittee   structure   be   realigned   to   address   workJoad   and 
functional    alignment? 

Option    a:    Yes,    realign   subcommittees. 
Option    b:    No,   adopt   Option   4   above. 

2)  If    option    a    above    is    chosen,    should    agencies    be    split    to    achieve    greater 
workJoad   equity   and    functional    alignment? 

Option    a:    No,   do   not   split   agencies. 

Option     b:     Yes,     split     agencies     to     achieve     greater     workload     and 

functional    alignment. 


SC3:mb:SS5-4.RPT 
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Exhibit    1 

Option    1 

I.  General   Government   (26   days) 

A.  Fixed   Costs   &   Rate   Review   (5   days) 

B.  Governor's    Office    (2   days) 

C.  Dept   of  Revenue   (3    days) 

D.  Legislative    Agencies   (4   days) 

E.  Department   of  Administration   (4   days) 

F.  Secretary   of  State    (1.5    days) 

G.  P.E.R.S    (.5    day) 

H.   Teachers   Retirement   System   (.5    days) 
I.    Commissioner   of  Political   Practices   (.5   day) 
J.    State   Auditor   (1    day) 
K.    Transportation   (4   days) 

II.  Human   services    (35    days) 

A.  Dept  of  Family    Services   (6   days) 

B.  Dept  of  Social   &   Rehab   Service    (19   days) 

C.  Dept  of  Health   -    health   care   (4   days) 

D.  Dept  of  Health   -   environmental    (3    days) 

E.  Dept  of  Labor   (3    days) 

III.  Natural   Resources   &   Commerce   (25   days) 

A.  Dept  of  Agriculture    (3    days) 

B.  Dept  of  State    Lands    (5    days) 

C.  Dept  of  Fish,   Wildlife   &    Parks   (5   days) 

D.  Dept  of  Natural    Resources   (4   days) 

E.  Dept  of  Livestock   (2   days) 

F.  Dept  of  Commerce   (5   days) 

G.  Public   Service   Regulation   (1    day) 

IV.  Institutions    &    Cultural   Resources   (30   days) 

A.  Dept   of  Corrections   &   Human   Services   (16   days) 

B.  Montana   Arts   Council   (1.5    days) 

C.  State   Library   (1.5    days) 

D.  Historical    Society    (1    day) 

E.  *    Dept   of  Justice   (5    days) 

F.  *    Highway   Traffic    Safety   (.5   day) 

G.  *    Dept   of  Military    Affairs   (2   days) 
H.  *   Judiciary    (2    days) 

I.    *    Crime    Control   Division   (.5   day) 

V.  Education   (29   days) 

A.  OPI    (4    days) 

B.  MSDB    (3    days) 

C.  Board   of   Public    Education   (.5   day) 


Exhibit    2 

Option    2 

I.  General   Government      (26   days) 

A.  Fixed   Costs   &   Rate   Review   (5   days) 

B.  Governor's    Office   (2   days) 

C.  Dept   of  Revenue   (3    days) 

D.  Legislative    Agencies   (4   days) 

E.  Department   of  Administration   (4   days) 

F.  Secretary   of  State    (1.5   days) 

G.  P.E.R.S    (.5    days) 

H.   Teachers    Retirement   System   (.5   days) 

I.    Commissioner   of  Political   Practices    (.5    days) 

J.    State   Auditor   (1    days) 

K.   Transportation   (4   days) 

II.  Human   Services    (32   days) 

A.  Dept   of  Family    Services   (6   days) 

B.  Dept   of   Social    &    Rehab   Service   (19   days) 

C.  Dept   of   Health   -    health   care   (4   days) 

D.  Dept   of  Labor   (3    days) 

III.  Natural   Resources   &   Commerce   (28   days) 

A.  Dept   of  Agriculture   (3    days) 

B.  Dept   of  State   Lands    (5    days) 

C.  Dept   of  Fish,   Wildlife   &   Parks    (5    days) 

D.  Dept   of  Natural    Resources   (4   days) 

E.  Dept   of  Livestock   (2   days) 

F.  Dept   of  Commerce    (5   days) 

G.  Public   Service   Regulation   (1    day) 

H.    *    Dept   of  Health   -   Environmental   (3    days) 

IV.  Institutions   &    Cultural   Resources   (30   days) 

A.  Dept   of  Corrections   &   Human   Services    (16   days) 

B.  Montana   Arts   Council   (1.5   days) 

C.  State   Library   (1.5    days) 

D.  Historical    Society    (1    day) 

E.  *    Dept   of  Justice    (5    days) 

F.  *    Highway   Traffic   Safety    (.5   day's) 

G.  *    Dept   of  Military   Affairs   (2   days) 
H.  *   Judiciary   (2   days) 

I.    *   Crime   Control   Division   (.5    days) 

V.  Education   (29   days) 

A.  OPI    (4    days) 

B.  MSDB    (3    days) 

C.  Board   of  Public   Education   (.5   day) 


D.  University    System   (17   days) 

E.  Vo   Tech   Centers    (4   days) 

F.  Council   on    Vocational   Educ    (.5    days) 


APPENDIX    "A" 

PRESENT    SUBCOMMITTEE    STRUCTURE 
TIME   REQUIRE   TO   COMPLETE   AGENCY   IN   4   HOUR   DAYS 

1.    General   Government      (31    days) 

a.  Governor's   Office   (2   days) 

b.  Dept   of  Revenue   (3    days) 

c.  Legislative   Agencies   (4   days) 

d.  Department   of  Administration   (4   days) 

e.  Secretary   of  State   (1.5   days) 

f.  P.E.R.S    (.5    day) 

g.  Teachers    Retirement   System   (.5   day) 

h.  Commissioner   of  Political   Practices   (.5   day) 

i.  State   Auditor   (1    day) 

j.  Dept   of  Justice   (5    day) 

k.  Highway   Traffic   Safety   (.5   day) 

1.  Dept   of  Military   Affairs   (2   days) 

m.   Judiciary    (2   days) 

n.  Crime   Control   Division    (.5   day) 

2.  Human   Services    (35   days) 

a.  Dept  of  Family    Services   (6   days) 

b.  Dept  of  Social    &    Rehab   Service   (19   days) 

c.  Dept  of  Health   -   health   care   (4   days) 

d.  Dept  of  Health   -   environmental    (3    days) 

e.  Dept  of  Labor   (3    days) 

3.  Natural    Resources   &    Commerce    (25   days) 

a.  Dept   of  Agriculture    (3    days) 

b.  Dept   of  State   Lands    (5    days) 

c.  Dept   of  Fish,   Wildlife   &   Parks   (5   days) 

d.  Dept   of  Natural    Resources   (4   days) 

e.  Dept   of  Livestock   (2   days) 
f  Dept   of  Commerce    (5    days) 

g.    Public    Service    Regulation   (1    day) 

4.  Institutions   &   Cultural    Resources   (20   days) 

a.  Dept   of  Institutions   (16   days) 

b.  Montana   Arts   Council   (1.5   days) 

c.  State   Library    (1.5    days) 

d.  Historical    Society    (1    day) 


D.  University    System   (17   days) 

E.  Vo   Tech   Centers    (4   days) 

F.  Council    on    Vocational   Educ    (.5    day) 
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Listing   of  Functional   Categories 


K-12    Education 

Post   Secondary    Education 

Economic    Development 

Family   &    Human   Services 

Cultural   Resources 

Public    Safety 

Natural    Resources 

Government   &    Agency    Administration 

Transportation 

Law   Enforcement   &    Criminal   Justice 

Business    Regulation 

Health    Care 

Environmental    Regulation 


5.  Education   (29   days) 

a.  OPI   (4   days) 

b.  MSDB    (3    days) 

c.  Board   of  Public   Education   (.5    day) 

d.  University    System    (17   days) 

e.  Vo   Tech   Centers    (4   days) 

f.  Council   on   Vocational   Educ    (.5    day) 

6.  Long   Range    Building    (35    days) 

a.  Cultural    &    Aesthetics   grants    (HB9) 

b.  Water   Development   (HB5) 

c.  Reclamation    grants    (HB6) 

d.  Oil   overcharge    (HB7) 

e.  Coal   Severance    loans      (HB12) 

f.  Treasure   State   Endowment    (HB663) 


Appendix    "C" 
K-12    Funding 

An  issue  that  has  been  raised  in  the  legislature  during  preliminary  discussions 
of  potential  subconimittee  alignment  options  is  whether  K-12  funding  bills  should 
be  initially  assigned  to  and  reviewed  by  one  of  the  joint  Appropriations 
Subcommittees. 

There  are  two  issues  to  consider  when  determining  whether  K-12  legislation 
should   be   reassigned:    1)    time    available;    and   2)  jurisdiction   among   committees. 

Review  of  K-12  funding  can  take  considerable  time  if  major  changes  are 
proposed.  For  example,  during  the  1993  regular  session  the  task  of  reviewing 
possible  changes  was  originally  assigned  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  to  a  House 
Select  Committee  on  Education.  This  select  committee  then  spent  several  weeks  in 
developing  House  Bill  667  (the  bill  establishing  a  new  K-12  funding  methodology.) 
House  Bill  667  was  reassigned  to  the  House  Education  Committee,  where  it  was 
reviewed.  In  all,  this  process  consumed  approximately  two  months.  Consequently 
if  major  changes  are  proposed,  current  subcommittee  workloads  do  not  allow  for 
the    addition    of   K-12    funding    review. 

In  addition,  in  order  for  the  Senate  Finance  &  Claims  and  the  House 
Appropriations  committee  to  hear  the  K-12  legislation  it  would  either  have  to  be 
directly  assigned  to  that  committee  or  it  could  be  reassigned  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  after  leaving  the  House  or  Senate  Education  committee.  To  reassign 
legislation  to  a  second  committee  once  it  leaves  a  standing  committee  requires  a 
majority   vote   of  the   entire    house. 

1 


There    are    other    options    for   ensuring    that    the    appropriations    committee    has 
some    input    and    or   review    over    K-12    funding,    including: 

1)  that  1  or  2  members  from  the  House  Appropriations  and  Senate 
Finance  &  Claims  be  appointed  to  also  serve  on  the  respective 
education  committees  of  their  respective  legislative  body.  (Currently 
meeting   times   do   not   conflict.) 

2)  The  Joint  Appropriation  Subcommittee  on  Education  could  coordinate 
with  the  respective  education  committees  (or  full  Appropriations 
Committee)  to  hold  joint  hearings  when  major  K-12  funding  legislation 
is  scheduled  in  the  House  and  Senate  education  committees. 
However,  the  members  of  appropriations  committees  would  have  no 
vote. 

As  a  statutory  appropriation,  K-12  funding  is  not  subject  to  the  regular 
appropriation  process  of  the  legislature.  However,  because  the  statutory  K-12 
appropriation  can  and  does  have  significant  impacts  on  the  state's  financial  and 
budgetary  condition,  the  legislature  may  wish  to  consider  holding  informational 
hearings    as   part   of  the   budgetary   process. 


